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REMARKS 

Favorable rcconsidemtion of this applicadon is re$peclfiilly reque$ted in view of the 
claim amendments and following remarks. 

By virtue of the lunendinetits above, claim 1 has been amended and claims 37-54 
have been added. In addidon, claims 1 3>36 have been canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer of the subject matter contained thereto- Accordingly, claims 1-12 and 37-54 arc 
pending in the present application, of which claims 1. 43, and 49 are independenL 

No new matter has been introduced by way of the claim amendments or addidons; 
entry thereof is therefore rc^cctfuUy requested. 

Electhn/R^Jrietion 

The OfEcial Action indicates that Claims 13-36 have been withdrawn &om furdier 
consideration as being drawn to nonclcctcd invendons. The OSciol Action basically 
rdterates the reasons set forth in the origmal Rcstricdon Requirement as the bases for 
maintaining ihe resirictiotu Although the Applicants respectfully disagree with die validity 
of the Restriction Requirement and believe that it is clearly improper for at least the reasons 
set forth in the response to Restriction Requirement filed on January '7, 2008, the Applicants 
have canceled nonclcctcd Claims 13-36 without prgudice or disclaimer of the subject matter 
contained therein to further prosecution of the present application. 

Drawing 

The indication that the Drawings submitted on July 9, 2003 have been approved is 
noted widi appreciadon. 
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aaimRehcHon Und^35 aS.a SU2 

Claims 1-12 have been rejected under 35 U.S»C § 1 1 2» second paragmpb, as being 
indefinite for fiiilisg to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matterwhich 
applicant regards as fhc invention. 

•Claim 1 has been amended in minor respects to better comply with the provisions of 
35 U*S-C. § 1 12, second pamgmpb. The Examiner i$ therefore respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of Claims 1*12. 

Claim Rejection Under 3S UXC SW2 

The test for determining if a reference tmdcipaies a claim, for purposes of a rejection 

under 35 U.S.C. § 102, is whether the reference discloses all ibe elements of tlic claimed 

combinadon, or the mechanical equivalents thereof functioning in substantially the same way 

to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals for the FcdcnU 

Circtiit in jLj>ii/e/na/f/t Maschinenfabrick Gmbffv. Ameriean Hoist and Derrick Co.^ 221 

USFQ 48 U 485 (Fed Cir* 1 984), in evaluating the sufficiency of an anticipatioti rejection 

under 35 U.S.C § 102, the Court stated: 

Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and cvcxy clement of the claimed 
invention, arranged as in tiic claim. 

Therefore, if tlie cited reference docs not disclose each and cvciy clement of the 

claimed invention, then the cited reference ihils to anticipate the claimed invention and, thus» 

Che claimed invention is distinguishable over the cited reference. 
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Claims 1-10 have beoi rejected imdcr 35 US,C.§ 102Cb)a$ allegedly being 
anticipated by VS. Patent No. 5,S46»315 to Kleinscluiits;, This rcgcction is respectfally 
traversed for at least the ibllowiiag reasons* 

Independent claim 1, as amended, pertains to a system for managing inventoty of 
components in a room comprising^ inter alia^ a plumlity of identification devices afiixed to 
respective associated components* The plurality of identification devices arc configured to 
communicate idcntLGcation inTormation. relating to the respective associated components and 
also comprise respecdve digital displays configured to display the idcntificadon information. 

Support for the amendments to independent claim 1 may at least be found in lines 10- 
23 on page 12 of the originally filed specification. In one regard, the digital displays of the 
present identification devices generally enable the identification infbnnation to be modified 
in a relatively easy manner, since the idcntificadon devices need not be replaced or 
physically altered when the components ore moved or replaced. 

In rcjcctmg independent chum 1, the OfScial Action relies upon the disclosure 
contained in KJeinscbnilX More particularly, the CtfBcial Action relies upon column 8* lines 
7**30 of Kleinschnit2» which discloses a media libiaiy subsystem in which a robot gripper 
hand 207 includes a bar code scanner 307 that reads labels on media cartridges stored in 
cartridge access magasdncs 202. The labels on the media cartridges comprise bar codes to 
imiquely identify each of the media cartridges. Column 7> lines 44-46* 

In contrast to the features claimed in independent claim 1, KJejnschnitg fails to 
disclose that the bar code labels comprise respective digital dispbys. Kleinschnits thus fails 
to disclose a system forman^iging inventoxy of components in a room comprising aplinality 
of identification devices having respective digital displays configured to display 
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identificatioD infoitnation relating to respective associated con^ncnts as claimed in 
independent claim I. 

For at least the foregoing reasons* Klcinschniiz fails to disclose each and every 
feature of independent chiini I, and therefore cannot anticipate this claim. The Examiner is 
therefore respectfully requested to ivitbdmw the rejection of independent dnim 1 and ibe 
claims that depend tlicrefrom to allow these claims. 

ChimJicwc!tiariUnder35US. CSJ03 

The test for determining if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more rcJfcrcnces for 

purposes of a rejection tmder 35 U.S.C § 103 is set fordi in JCSR International Co, v. Teleflex 

Jnc, 550 U-S,_, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007); 

••Under § 1 03, ihc scope and content of the prior art are to he dclcrmtncd; differences 
between tlic prior art and the claims at issue are ro be ascertained; and the level of 
ordinary skill In the pertinent an resolved. Against Uris background the obviousness 
or nonobviousness of the subject matter is deieraiinci Such secondary 
consideradons as commercial success, long fdl but unsolved needs, failure of others. 
etc»» might be utUoed to give light to the circumstances surrounding the origin of the 
subject mailer sought to be patented.** Quoting Graham v. John Dtere Co. of Kans^n 
Citya^ USA 0966). 

As set forth in MPEP 2143,03, to ascertain the differences bctwrccn the prior art and 

the claims at issue, ^[a]ll claim limitations mnst be considered** because ''all words in a claim 

must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art,** Jn re 

Wil^n^ 424 F.2d 1 382, 1 385. . According to the Examination GuideUnes for Determining 

Obviousness Under 35 U.S*C 103 in view of KSH International Co. v, TeleJIex Ine.^ Federal 

Register, Vol 72, No. 195, 57526, 57529 (October 10, 2007), once the Graham factual 

inquiries arc resolved, tlicrc must be a determination of whether the clahncd invention would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinaty skill in the ait based on any one of the following proper 
rationales: 

(A) Combining prior an elements according to known methods to yield predictable 
results; (B) Simple substimtton of one known clement for another to obtain 
predictable results; (C) Use of known technique to improve stmflar devices (methods, 
or products) in the same way; P) Applying a known technique to a known device 
(method, or product) ready for improvement to yield predictable results; (E) 
*'Obvious to try" — choosing ixom a JSnite number of identified, predictable solutions, 
with a reasonable expectation of success; (F) Known work in one field of endeavor 
may prompt variations of it for use in either the same field or a different one based on 
design incentives or other market forces if the variadons would have been predictable 
to one of ordinaiy skill in the art; (G) Some teaching, suggestion, or modvadon in the 
prior art that would have led one of ordinary skill to modify the prior art reference or 
to combine prior art reference teachings to arrive at the claimed invention. KSR 
Internadonal Co. v, Teleflex Jno., 550 U.S,_> 82 USPQ2d 13S5 (2007). 

Furthermore, as set forth in KSR International Co. v. Tele/lex Inc.^ quoting fiom In re 
Kahn, 441 FJd 977, 988 (CA Fed. 2006), "[RJejecdons on obviousness grounds cannot be 
sustained by mere conclusory statements; instead, there must be some ariiculaied reasonings 
with some radonal underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviotisness*'* 

Therefore, if the abovc-idcntUicd criteria and radonales are not mct» then the cited 
reference(s) fails to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus, the claimed invention is - 
distinguishable over the cited referenceCs). 

Claims 1 1 and 12 have been rejected under 35 U.S,C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable overU.S. Patent No. 5^6,315 to Klctnschnitz in view of U.S. PatentNo. 
5,434,775 to Sims et ol. This icjccdon and is respectfully traversed for at least the following 
reasons. 

The Official Action correctly notes that KlcinschnitK iails to disclose the fcamrcs of 
claims 1 1 and 12. Tn an effort to make up for these deficiencies, the OIBcial Acdon relies 
upon the disclosure contomcd in Sims. More particularly, the OfEcial Action relies upon 
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SiiQS for its alleged disclosure of the feanires claimed in claims 11 and 12, RegmtUcss of 
wbcther the assertions with respect to Sims arc accurate, the OIGdal Action hn$ not, and 
cannot reasonably rely on Sims to make up for the deficiencies in Kleinschnitz discussed 
above with respect to independent claim 1 . 

As sucb, even assuming for die sake of argument that the combinadon of Kleinschniia: 
and Sims as proposed in the Official Action were considered to be proper, the proposed 
combination would sdll fail to disclose ail of ihc features of independent claim 1. For 
instance, the proposed combination still fiiils to disclose that a plumlity of idcntifieation 
devices comprise respective digital displays configured to display identification information 
relating to respective associated components. 

For at least the fbregding reasons, the proposed combinadon of KUcinscbniti!; and 
Sims fails to yield all of the features of independent claim 1 » and therefore, a prima facie case 
of obviousness of claims 1 1 and 12 has not been established under 35 U*S*C § 103. 
Accordingly, the Examiner is respectEully requested to withdraw the rejection of claims I I 
and 12 and to allow these claims. 

New clouns 37-54 have been added to furdier define the scope of the mvention* 
Support for the subject matter contained in claims 37-54 may at least be found in lines 1 0-23 
on page 12 of the originally filed specification. In addition, support for claims 49-54 may 
additionally be found In Figure 2B and its accompanying descripdon in the Specification. 

Claims 37-54 are drawn to a system for managing inventory components in a room 
comprising a controller and are thus grouped with the claims of elected Group L 
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CtattDS 37-54 are allowable over the cited documezits of record fbf at least the reasons 
sec forth above with respect to independent claim 1, In addition, the cited documents of 
record £ul to disclose that a plumlity of identification devices comprise respeedvc ii^ut 
modules as claimed in claims 37**39 and claims 46-48. The cited documents of record also 
inil to disclose an imaging device positioned on one of a ceiling and a wall of the room 
conGgurcd to obtain images of aplumlity of identLGcation devices, as claimed in independent 
claim 43. The cited documents of record further fail to disclose that a plurality of 
identification devices visoally display location information pcrtatmng to locations of the 
respective associated components. 

In light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance of this 
application are earttestly solicited* 

Should the £xaminer believe that a telephone conterence with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identiSed 
application, please contact the undersigned at the telephone nimiber listed below. 
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?le»sc gFEuit any required extCDBioss of time and charge any fees due in connection 
with this request to deposit account no. 08-2025, 

Hespectfiilly submitted. 



Dated: May 22, 2008 By 



Timothy B.Kang 
RegisteitumNc^ 46,423 

MANNAVA & KANG. P.C 
1 1240 Waplcs MUI Road 
Suite 300 

Fairfiot^VA 22030 

(703) 652-3817 

(703) 865-5150 (&csimflc) 
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